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REMARKS 

OVERVIEW 

Claims 1, 3-5, 7-13, 17-31, 58, and 42-58 are pending in the present application. Claims 
2, 6, 14-16 have been cancelled. Claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, 29, 30. 44 
and 45 have been amended. Claims 52-58 are new. The present response is an earnest effort to 
place all claims in proper form for immediate allowance. Reconsideration and passage to 
Issuance is respectfully requested. 

ISSUES UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 3, 4, 9, 1 1, 13, 17, 20, 23, 25, 29, 30, 44, and 45 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 3, line 2, the limitation "the housing' 1 lacks proper 
antecedent basis. The Examiner suggests that claim 3 be amended to depend from claim 2 as 
opposed to claim 1. Claim 1 has been amended to recite the housing. Therefore, it is 
respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 3 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 4, line 1, the language "nozzle is removable" 
renders the claim vague and indefinite because the claim fails to positively set forth from which 
previously claimed element the no^le is removable. Claim 4 has been amended to recite that the 
"nozzle is removable from the housing." Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection 
to claim 4 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 9, line 1, the language "further fastener" is awkward 
and therefore renders the claim vague and indefinite. Claim 9 has been amended to recite "The 
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device of claim 1 further comprising a fastener for fastening the housing under a surface." 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 9 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 11, line 1, the language "nozzle is removable" 
renders the claim vague and indefinite because the claim fails to positively set forth from which 
previously claimed element the nozzle is removable- Therefore claim 11 has been amended to 
recite that "the nozzle is removable from the housing." Therefore, it is respectfully submitted 
that this rejection to claim 1 1 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 13, line 1, the language "accessory nozzle is 
foldable" renders the claim vague and indefinite because the claim fails to positively set forth 
with respect to which previously claimed element the accessory nozzle is foldable. Therefore 
claim 13 has been amended to recited that "the accessory nozzle is foldable relative to the 
accessory housing." Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 13 should 
be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 17, line 1, the limitation "the housing" lacks proper 
antecedent basis. The Examiner suggests that claim 17 be amended to depend from claim 2 as 
opposed to claim 1. Claim 1 has been amended to now recite a "housing," Therefore, it is 
respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 17 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 20, line 2, the language "between a first seal and a 
second seal" renders the claim vague and indefinite because it is unclear from the claim if the 
recited "a first seal" is intended to be the same element or a different element from the "a first 
seal" recited in claim 19. Claim 20 has been amended to refer to "the first reusable seal." 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 20 should be withdrawn. 
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The Examiner indicates that in claim 23, line 2, the use of the pronoun "them" renders the 
claim vague and indefinite because the use of the pronoun fails to particularly point out the 
invention. Claim 23 has been amended to refer to "the items," Therefore, it is respectfully 
submitted that this rejection to claim 23 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 23, lines 2 and 3, the limitation "the scalable bag 0 
lacks proper antecedent basis in the claim. The Examiner suggests amending claim 23 to depend 
from claim 22 as opposed to claim 19. Claim 23 has been amended to depend from claim 22. 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 23 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 25, line 1, the language "nozzle is foldable" renders 
the claim vague and indefinite because the claim fails to positively set forth with respect to which 
previously claimed element the nozzle is foldable. Claim 25 has been amended to indicate that 
the "nozzle is foldable relative to the housing." Therefore it is respectfully submitted that this 
rejection to claim 25 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 29, lines 1 and 2, the recitations "the first 
interlocking fastening rim" and "the second interlocking fastening rim" each lack proper 
antecedent basis. The Examiner suggests that the word "interlocking" be deleted from the claim 
in both instances.' Therefore, claim 29 has been amended to remove the word "interlocking." It 
is respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 29 be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 30, line 1, the language "at least one seals are" is 
awkward and renders the claim vague and indefinite. The Examiner suggests the language be 
changed to —at least one seal is—. Therefore claim 30 has been amended as suggested by the 
Examiner. It is respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 30 be withdrawn. 
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The Examiner indicates that in claim 44, line 2, the language "during sealing of a bag' 1 
renders the claim vague and indefinite because the functional recitation is without basis, that is, 
claim 1 or claim 44 fails to positively recite that the container is a sealable bag. Claim 44 has 
been amended to also recite that the —container is a sealable bag--. Therefore, it is respectfully 
submitted that this rejection to claim 44 should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner indicates that in claim 45, line 1, the language "sealing includes sliding 
fingers of a user 1 ' renders the claim ambiguous because it is unclear of if it is applicant's intent to 
claim a human being, which is improper. The Examiner suggests changing the language to read 
—sealing is adapted to be performed by sliding fingers of a user— in order to ensure that no 
ambiguity exists. Claim 45 has been amended in the manner suggested by the Examiner. 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection to claim 45 should be withdrawn. 

ISSUES UNDER 35 ILS.G § 102 

Claims 1-5, 8, 14, 17-19, 21, and 22 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Barth (DE3335151). Barth is directed towards a heat sealing device and as 
such does not disclose the same structure as what is now claimed. Claim 1 has been amended to 
include the limitation of Ir a housing having a top surface, a bottom surface and at least one side 
wall between the top surface and the bottom surface; the pump disposed within the housing; and 
wherein in a first position the nozzle extends downwardly beyond the bottom surface of the 
housing for placement in the container." Support for this amendment is clear from at least 
original claims 5 and 6. Claim 1 is novel with respect to Barth because Barth is clearly directed 
towards a heat sealing device as there is a heating wire 8 on the housing (see FIG. 1) and the 
container 6 is pressed against the housing when the nozzle 22 is placed within the container (see 

13 

PAGE 14/25 1 RCVD AT 9/23/20D5 5:32:11 PM [Eastern Daylight The] 1 SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/24 1 DNIS:2738300 < CSID:5152881338 * DURATION (mnvss):07-08 



09/23/05 FRI 16:35 FAX 5152881338 



MCKEE VOORHEES & SEASE PTO 



BI015 



FIG. 2). Thus, in Barth, the nozzle does not extend "downwardly beyond the bottom surface of 
the housing for placement in the container* as the heat sealing nature of Barth leads to a 
significantly different type of configuration. It is further observed, that because in claim 1, the 
nozzle extends downwardly beyond the bottom surface of the housing, the device of claim 1 can, 
for example, be mounted under a cabinet or countertop and can be used with practically any type 
of container and not just the plastic bag of Barth. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this 
rejection to claim 1 must be withdrawn. As claims 3-5, 8, 14, and 17-18 depend from claim 1, it 
is respectfully submitted that these rejections must be withdrawn as well. 

With respect to claim 19, claim 19 has been amended to require "a housing" and specify 
that the "nozzle extending from the housing" for placing within the container "without requiring 
the container in contact with the housing." In addition, claim 19 has been amended to specify 
that sealing the container occurs with a "reusable manual" seal. Claim 19, thus distinguishes 
over Barth in several different ways. First, in Banh, the container is brought in contact with the 
housing, thus the nozzle does not extend from the housing for placing within the container 
without requiring the container to come in contact with the housing. Further, because Barth is 
directed towards heat scaling, Barth does not appear to disclose a reusable manual seal. The heat 
seal of Barth is not a reusable manual seal. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this 
rejection to claim 19 should be withdrawn. As claims 21 and 22 depend from claim 19 it is 
respectfully submitted that these rejections should be withdrawn as well. 

Claims 1-4, 8, 14, 17, 19, 21, and 22 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,860,523 to Teteishi. Teteishi, like Barth, is directed 
towards a heat sealing device and therefore has significant structural differences relative to the 
claimed invention. Claim 1 now requires "a housing having a top surface, a bottom surface and 
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at least one side wall between the top surface and the bottom surface; the pump disposed within 
the housing; and wherein in a first position the nozzle extends downwardly beyond the bottom 
surface of the housing for placement in the container." Tetishi does not disclose such a structure. 
Therefore, this rejection to claim 1 must be withdrawn. As claims 3 A 8, 14, and 17 depend 
from claim 1, these rejections should also be withdrawn. 

With respect to claim 19, claim 19 has been amended to require "a housing" and specify 
that the "nozzle extending from the housing" for placing within the container "without requiring 
the container to come in contact with the housing." In addition, claim 19 has been amended to 
specify that sealing the container occurs with a "reusable manual" seal. The heat seal of Teteishi 
is not a reusable manual seal. Therefore, claim 19 requires structure not disclosed in Tetishi. 
Therefore, this rejection to claim 19 should be withdrawn. As claims 21 and 22 depend from 
claim 19, it is respectfully submitted that these rejections be withdrawn as well. 

ISSUES UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claim 9 has been rejected under 35 ILS.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barth in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,626,092 to Tarlow. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 9 
depends from claim 1 and the deficiencies of Barth with respect to claim 1 have already been 
addressed. Tarlow discloses a vacuum producing appliance and associated food and beverage 
holding vessels, 

Claim 1, from which claim 9 depends, now requires "a housing having a top surface, a 
bottom surface and at least one side wall between the top surface and the bottom surface" and 
"wherein in a first position the nozzle extends downwardly beyond the bottom surface of the 
housing for placement in the container." Tarlow does not disclose a nozzle, let alone a nozzle 
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which extends downwardly beyond the bottom surface of the housing for placement in the 
container. Instead of a nozzle, Tarlow has a conical shaped concavity built into the bottom of its 
housing and capable of drawing air from a vessel and passing it through a vacuum. Tarlow uses 
reference numeral 23 to identify this concave, conical recess located at the underside of its 
enclosure. In Tarlow, instead of inserting a nozzle into the vessel, a vessel sealing lid interacts 
with the vacuum producing appliance (Abstract), The claimed structure of the present invention 
allows the nozzle to be placed in any number of containers and does not require the specialized 
vessels of Tarlow. Thus, Tarlow does not cure the deficiencies of Barth and this rejection to 
claim 9 must be withdrawn on this basis. It is further submitted that it would not have been 
obvious to have modified the device of Barth by providing a fastener for fastening the device 
under a surface as taught in Tarlow because Barth is directed towards a counter top heat sealing 
device. Note that in the heat sealing device of Barth (see e.g. FIG. 1), the bag is placed on top of 
the heating element 8 and on top of the device. Attempting to mount the device of Barth under a 
surface would make the device awkward to use at best and potentially dangerous due to the 
exposed heating element Thus, one skilled in the art would not be inclined to modify the device 
of Barth by providing a fastener for fastening the device under a surface. Therefore, it is 
respectfully submitted that these rejections be withdrawn for this independent reason as well. 

Claim 9 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Teteishi 
in view of Tarlow. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 9 depends from claim 1 and 
the deficiencies of Teteishi with respect to claim 1 have already been addressed. Tarlow 
discloses a vacuum producing appliance and associated food and beverage holding vessels. 
Claim 1, from which claim 9 depends, now requires "a housing having a top surface, a bottom 
surface and at least one side wall between the top surface and the bottom surface" and "wherein 
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in a first position the nozzle extends downwardly beyond the bottom surface of the housing for 
placement in the container." Tarlow does not disclose a nozzle, let alone a nozzle which extends 
downwardly beyond the bottom surface of the housing for placement in the container. Instead of 
a nozzle, Tarlow has a conical shaped concavity built into the bottom of its housing and capable 
of drawing air from a vessel and passing it through a vacuum, Tarlow uses reference numeral 23 
to identify this concave, conical recess located at the underside of its enclosure. In Tarlow, 
instead of inserting a nozzle into the vessel, a vessel sealing lid interacts with the vacuum 
producing appliance (Abstract). The claimed structure of the present invention allows the nozzle 
to be placed in any number of containers and does not require the specialized vessels of Tarlow. 
Thus, Tarlow does not cure the deficiencies of Teteishi and this rejection to claim 9 must be 
withdrawn. It is further submitted that it would not have been obvious to have modified the 
device of Teteishi by providing a fastener for fastening the device under a surface as taught in 
Tarlow because Teteishi is directed towards a counter top heat sealing device. Note that the 
heat sealing device of Teteishi (see e.g. FIG. 4) is relatively large and bulky with an operating 
panel 3 on top and a lid. Attempting to mount the device of Teteishi under a surface would 
make the device awkward to use at best and doing so would be inconsistent with placing an 
operating panel and lid on the top of the device. Thus, one skilled in the art would not be 
inclined to modify the device of Teteishi by providing a fastener for fastening the device under a 
surface. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that these rejections be withdrawn for this 
independent reason as well. 

Claims 1, 19-22, and 43-47 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kozak (US 2004/0177595) in view of Barth. Kozak discloses using a vacuum 
device 18 such as a vacuum cleaner to remove air from an enclosure 10 such as a plastic bag 
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(Abstract, Fig. 2). As the limitations from original claim 2 have been incorporated into claim 1, 
it is respectfully submitted that this rejection must be withdrawn. Claim 1 has been amended to 
require "a housing having a top surface, a bottom surface and at least one side wall between the 
top surface and the bottom surface" , "the pump disposed within the housing; and 
wherein in a first position the nozzle extends downwardly beyond the bottom surface of the 
housing for placement in the container/' Kozak does not disclose this structure as Kozak, does 
not disclose, for example, a housing having a top surface, a bottom surface and at least one side 
wall between the top surface and the bottom surface with the nozzle extending downwardly 
beyond the bottom surface of the housing. 

With respect to claim 19, claim 19 has been amended to require that the device includes a 
housing and that the nozzle extends from the housing so that the nozzle can be placed in the 
container without bringing the container in contact with the housing. Barth does not appear to 
disclose that its nozzle can be placed within the container without bringing the container in 
contact with the housing, and given that Barth is directed towards a heat sealing device with the 
heating element on the housing, it would not make sense for the nozzle to extend from the 
housing so that the nozzle can be placed in the container without bringing the container in 
contact with the housing where the heating element is located. 

It is also respectfully submitted that there is no proper motivation or suggestion to 
combine Kozak and Barth. In particular, although both references are directed towards sealing 
containers and using air evacuation, Barth uses heat sealing while Kozak, on the other hand, uses 
a general purpose air evacuation device (such as a vacuum cleaner) in conjunction with a 
manually sealable bag. A general purpose air evacuation device and a heat sealing evacuation 
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device would not be obvious to combine because the heat sealing evacuation device is a 
specialized device as opposed to a general purpose one. 

Claim 23 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kozak 
(US 2004/0177595) in view of Barth (DE333515 1), as applied to claim 21, and further in view of 
Albritton (US 2005/0023179) or U.S. Patent No. 6,543,491 to Chung. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. The differences regarding the Kozak, Barth, and the combination of 
Kozak and Barth has already been discussed with respect to claim 21. Albritton discloses a 
fragile-product cage for vacuum packaging appliances. Albritton was filed on July 2, 2004, after 
the October 8, 2003 filing date of the present application, therefore Albritton is not legal prior art. 
Chung is directed to a design package for temperature-controlled packaging (Abstract). The 
temperature controlled packaging of Chung has a package frame, an insulating enclosure, a 
reflector, an airtight diaphragm, and a vacuum cavity. Chung also discloses a vacuum device 
which includes a vacuum pump, a suction system, a clamp, and a seal bar. Chung also has a 
heating element associated with the seal bar, thus Chung does not disclose the "reusable manual 
seal" required by claim 23, 

Claims 24-29, 31, 49, and 50 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kozak (US2004/0 177595) in view of Barth (DE3335151) and Albritton (US 
2005/0023179). These rejections are respectfully traversed. The differences regarding Kozak, 
Barth, and combinations thereof have already been discussed. Albritton is not legal prior art. 
Therefore these rejections should be withdrawn. 

Claims 23-25, 27-29, and 32 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Barth (DE3335151) in view of Albritton (US2005/0023179) or U.S. Patent 
No. 6,543,491 to Chung. These rejections are respectfully traversed. The deficiencies of Barth 
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have already been discussed. Albritton is not legal prior art. Claim 23 has been amended to 
require "evacuating air from the rigid container," Note that this is a separate step from 
evacuating air from the container. Therefore these rejections should also be withdrawn, 

Claims 23-25, 27-29 ? and 31 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 4,860,523 to Teteishi in view of Albritton (US 
2005/0023179) or U.S. Patent No. 6,543,491 to Chung. These rejections are respectfully 
traversed. The deficiencies of Teteishi have already been addressed. Albritton is not legal prior 
art. Chung also has a heating element associated with the seal bar, thus Chung does not disclose 
the "reusable manual seal" required by claim 23. Therefore these rejections should also be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barth 
(DE3335151) in view of Albritton (US 2005/0023179) or U.S. Patent No. 6,543,491 to Chung as 
applied to claim 24 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,020,013 to Kozma. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. The deficiencies of Barth have already been addressed. 
Albritton is not legal prior art. Chung does not disclose the "reusable manual seal" required by 
claim 23 and is directed toward a different context. Kozma discloses a method of preventing 
freezer burn on food in storage bags including a bag with multiple seals. In Kozma, water is 
placed between the seals to prevent air from ingressing through the seal. Because Kozma uses 
water between the seals, Kozma would teach away from the present invention. Claim 26 requires 
that the bag is "reusable and sealable even if one of the plurality of seals is damaged" In Kozma, 
all of the seals are required because water is placed between two of the seals, thus without having 
all of its seals, its advantages are not obtained. Thus, it would be improper to combine Kozma 
with the other references in the manner indicated by the Examiner. 
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Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
4,860,523 to Teteishi in view of Albritton (US 2005/0023179) or U.S. Patent No. 6,543,491 to 
Chung as applied to claim 24 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No, 6,020,013 to Kozma. 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. Because Kozma uses water between the seals, Kozma 
would teach away from the present invention. Claim 26 requires that the bag is "reusable and 
sealable even if one of the plurality of seals is damaged." In Kozma, all of the seals are required 
because water is placed between two of the seals, thus without having all of its seals, its 
advantages are not obtained. Thus, it would be improper to combine Kozma with the other 
references in the manner indicated by the Examiner. 

Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barth 
(DE3335151) in view of Albritton (US 2005/0023179) or U.S. Patent No. 6,543,491 to Chung as 
applied to claim 24 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,471,871 to Nociti et al. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. The deficiencies of Barth have already been addressed. 
Albritton is not legal prior art. The deficiencies of Chung have also been discussed. Nociti is 
directed towards a waste collection bag. The Examiner relies upon Nociti to disclose folding 
back of the bag to avoid splatter. Given the context of Nociti, it is clear that Nociti is not 
directed towards a reusable bag. It is further observed that Nociti uses a splashguard 45 to avoid 
splatter and that the purpose of the folding back of the bag of Nociti is not disclosed to avoid 
splatter but rather the cuff "enables it to be placed over the surrounding edge of any suitable 
supporting receptacle" (col. 2, lines 15-17). Therefore, there is improper motivation or 
suggestion to combine these references in the manner suggested by the Examiner. Therefore this 
rejection to claim 30 should be withdrawn as well. 
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Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
4,860,523 to Teteishi, in view of Albritton (US 2005/0023179) or U.S. Patent No. 6,543,491 to 
Chung as applied to claim 24 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,471,871 to Nociti. 
This rejection is respectfully traversed The deficiencies of Teteishi have already been addressed. 
Albritton is not legal prior art. The deficiencies of Chung and Nociti have also been addressed. 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection be withdrawn as well. 

Claims 42 and 48 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kozak (US 2004/0177595) in view of Barth (DE3335151). As applied to claims 1 and 19, and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,551,213 to Koelsch. These rejections are respectfully 
traversed. The deficiencies of Kozak and Barth have already been discussed. Claims 42 and 48 
require the nozzle to have "a diamond-shaped end." Kolesch does not disclose a diamond-shaped 
end. Referring to FIG. 5 and FIG. 6 of Kolesch et al note that the diamond shape is associated 
with the snorkel guide member 68 and not the end of the nozzle. Thus, although Kolesch 
discloses a diamond-shape, Kolesch does not disclose a "diamond-shaped end" as required by 
claims 42 and 48. It is further observed that Kolesch is not in the context of a manually sealable 
bag. Therefore, these rejection to claims 42 and 48 should be withdrawn for these additional 
reasons. 

Claims 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kozak (US 
2004/0177595) in view of Barth (DE3335151) and Albritton (US 2005/0023179), as applied to 
claim 24, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,551,213 to Koelsch. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. The deficiencies of Kozak and Barth have already been discussed. 
Albritton is not legal prior art. Claim 51 requires "a diamond-shaped end." Koelsch does not 
disclose a diamond-shaped end Rcfeiring to FIG. 5 and FIG. 6 of Kolesch note that the diamond 
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shape is associated with the snorkel guide member 68 and not the end of the nozzle. Thus, 
although Kolesch discloses a diamond-shape, Koelsch does not disclose a "diamond-shaped end" 
as required by claim 51. It is further observed that Kolesch is not in the context of a manually 
sealable bag. Therefore, this rejection to claim 51 should be withdrawn for these additional 
reasons. 

ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

The Examiner has indicated that original claims 6, 7, 10, 12, 15, and 16 have been 
objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The Examiner has also indicated that claims 1 1 and 13 would be allowable if rewritten to 
overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 2 nd paragraph and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claim. 

NEW CLAIMS 

Claims 52-58 are new. New claim 52 is original claim 6 rewritten in independent form. 
As the Examiner has already indicated that original claim 6 contained allowable subject matter, if 
rewritten in independent form, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner should now find 
claim 52 allowable as well. 

New claim 53 corresponds to original claim 15 rewritten in independent form. 

New claim 54 corresponds to original claim 16 with changed dependency. 

New claim 55 corresponds with original claim 1 1 rewritten in independent form and 
modified to overcome the 1 12 rejection. 
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New claim 56 corresponds CO original claim 1 but with a negative limitation regarding a 
heater element. 

New claim 57 corresponds to original claim 1 with additional limitations. 
New claim 58 corresponds to original claim 1 with additional limitations. 

CONCLUSION 

Please charge Deposit Account No. 26-0084 the amount of $510.00 for a three month 
extension of time, and an additional $500.00 for the 5 independent claims over 3 ($100 each) and 
an additional $175.00 for the 7 dependent claims over 20 ($25 each). No other fees or extensions 
of time are believed to be due in connection with this amendment; however, consider this a 
request for any extension inadvertently omitted, and charge any additional fees to Deposit 
Account No. 26-0084, 

Reconsideration and allowance is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




JOHN D. GOODHUE, Reg. No. 47,603 
McKEE, VOORHEES & SEASE, P.L.C. 
801 Grand Avenue, Suite 3200 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309-2721 
Phone No: (515)288-3667 
Fax No: (515) 288-1338 
CUSTOMERNO: 22885 
Attorneys of Record 
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